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1. Welcome, Introductions, & Roll Call:
Present: Eric Albers (DHS), Mike Bennett (A & F), Dean Dietrich (DEV), Isabelle Favre (CLA), Bill Follette (Ex-Officio), Stephani Foust (SS), Tom Harris (CABNR), Eric Herzik (Vice Chair), Jodi Herzik (Provost’s), Julie Hogan (DHS), Stephen Jenkins (COS), Stephen Jenkins for Swatee Naik (COS), Maureen Kilkenny (CABNR), Tom  Kozel (SOM), Doina Kulick (SOM), Doina Kulick for Leah Skladany (SOM), Alex  Kumjian (COS), Stephen Lafer (COE), Amy McFarland (SOM), Amy McFarland for Kami Larsen (SOM), ), Louis Niebur (CLA), Louis Niebur for Jane Davidson (CLA), Elliott Parker (Chair), Maggie Ressel (LIB), David Ryfe (JO), Janet Sanderson (President’s), Madeleine Sigman-Grant (COOP), Valerie Smith (VPR), Lucy Walker (COBA), Valerie Weinstein (CLA).Senate Staff: Michelle Hritz, and Linda Kuchenbecker
Absent: Yanyao Jiang (EN), Judy Strauss (COBA), Jill Wallace (IT).
Guests: Director of Parking and Traffic Melody Bayfield, Fred DeRafols (CLA), President Milton Glick, Howard Goldbaum (JO), Athletic Director Cary Groth, Horst Lange (CLA), Special Assistant to the President AAC Jean Perry. 
2. Athletic Director Cary Groth and Special Assistant to the President Athletic Academics and Compliance Jean Perry
Athletic Director Cary Groth spoke about academic achievements, competitive successes, fundraising capital projects and their financial audit. 
Academic Achievements:

Wolf Pack Graduation success rate was 73% up from 70% the previous year; 79 student-athletes representing 15 teams earned their degree in the 2008-09 school year.
All 17 teams turned in an academic progress rate of 925 or better, the only school in the Western Athletic Conference to do so.
195 of the student athletes posted a 3.0 cumulative GPA or higher and 79 achieved a 3.5 or higher.
Competitive Successes:

The Wolf Pack Athletic Program finished a half point short of capturing its second WAC Commissioner’s Cup given to the conference’s most successful overall athletic program

Men’s Basketball finished second in the WAC and made its seventh consecutive post-season appearance in 2009

Softball won the WAC 2009 regular season title and will enter the 2010 season as a likely top 25 team again.

The Women’s Swim and Dive Team earned its third consecutive conference championship and, as a team, achieved Academic all-American status for the eighth consecutive year
The Football team finished second in the WAC this season with an overall record of 8-4 and will make its fifth consecutive Bowl appearance (Sheraton Hawaii Bowl) later this month.

Community Service:

Wolf pack Student Athletes and staff logged in over 2,500 hours of volunteer community service. 

Fundraising Capital Projects:

A total of 6,788 gifts were made to the Wolf Pack Athletics by 2,700 donors totaling $6,301,676 with
1,203 of those donors having increased their gift amount from the previous year

In November, the Wolf Pack Athletics received a $ 1 million gift, facilitating the opening of the Hart Foundation Center for Health and Sports Medicine on campus. This will be the home of St. Mary’s Sports Medicine Center and the Nevada Physical Therapy serving our athletes and the Northern Nevada Community.
Financial Audit: For the fifth consecutive year, the AAUN received and unqualified opinion on its annual audited financial statements.

Athletics took a 33% budget cut. The economy has also caused a decrease in fundraising and gate receipts. Initial sales for basketball are down about $200,000. Coaches salaries throughout the country are over the top and the university cannot or believes they should not keep up with them, causing some turnover with coaches.

The NCAA certification process has begun; the last one was completed 10 years ago. The committees should be done with their work by December 21, 2009. Then the campus would have 2 months to complete and submit the self-report to the NCAA. A review team would be on campus in 2010. The IAB would probably be used for the accreditation process next time. 

Athletics used to do some very hard core advising, and they are hoping that the students would become better at self-monitoring their progress. The cohort rate shown on the chart was not the federal cohort, but the NCAA standard, as the federal cohort does not take transfer students into consideration. One of the goals of Intercollegiate Athletics was to function as part of the institution as opposed to operating on its own.
3. Chair’s Report: Elliott Parker
Board of Regents’ Update: 


Executive Vice President and Provost Marc Johnson presented the Institutional Strategic Plan to the Regents, who were impressed and the plan was approved. The campus would begin the work on updating the Academic Master Plan.


A variety of routine special fees were approved and the regents expressed interest in aggregating these into something that resembles differential tuition.


The BOR declined to alter its June policy on furloughs. Parker felt that the decision was based on a few things, such as UNLV’s faculty leadership desire that we should all rise and fall together, input from the other institution’s presidents, the disbelief of the Chancellor that our facts were straight and the reticence of the regents to go against the chancellor when he had committed to a position.
Three were several comments from senators regarding this. Perhaps internal research dollars for UNLV were much lower, good news that the practice plan was exempted, many of the PI’s at UNLV were not consulted on the decision of exemption. Stephen Jenkins felt that rehashing this issue was not going to get us anywhere, the decision had been made, and we need to move on.

Budget Cuts: The Governor issued a press release announcing that he was asking everyone to plan for more budget cuts from 1.4% to a 3% range. The Economic Forum would meet in January. This would be bad for the university as there is nothing left to cut. 


Parker is scheduled to visit the UNLV Faculty Senate January 26, 2010 and John Filler UNLV Faculty Senate Chair is scheduled to meet with our senate in February 2010. Parker asked that the senate consider this an exchange of ambassadors.

The executive board decided the faculty senate mentoring program was hardly utilized and that mentoring should be done at the college level. This decision was presented to the ALC, who agreed mentoring should happen at the college and department level.  

Promotion and Tenure Issues: 
1. The Senate approved amendments to the UNR Bylaws in 2008 that described the process of applying for promotion and/or tenure, and it was stated in bylaws that chairs could not deny the application, they could only make a recommendation to the dean. The Senate also explicitly decided not to say anything about whether outside letters should be kept confidential, or made available in redacted form. These amendments were then approved by the President and the Board of Regents. Recently, these two issues have come up:  

a. First, when should reconsideration begin? The senate position was that the bylaws imply that the dean should make the decision to deny before reconsideration begins, but some colleges – CLA, COS, and CABNR – had been allowing chairs to deny the application, so the reconsideration would then come (and proceed through administrative channels to the President) before the dean had ever considered the matter the first time. But the CLA dean is concerned that making an unsuccessful application go to the dean first may be “poisoning the well” for an application that may have been premature.

b. Second, when should redacted letters be made available, if ever? Deans and chairs have been sharing redacted letters prior to reconsideration, some in administration thought they should be shared only after the whole process is complete, while the Provost thinks they should be treated as entirely confidential. Even the Executive Board is not of one mind on this.

c. Third, should the Senate Office provide any consultation in the reconsideration process? There is no longer an ombudsman, and simple mistakes in a request for reconsideration can lead to rejection for faculty who are not experienced in the process. While the Senate manages grievances, it has not played a formal role in reconsideration before.

We will be exploring this further, and try to fix whatever problems we may have prior to the end of spring. There was some discussion regarding the sharing of redacted letters: people might be less willing to write letters and how could faculty make a strong reconsideration or grievance case without knowing what the letters said?
Dual Degree Credits Proposal to eliminate the extra 32 credit requirement for dual degrees would be presented by the Academic Standards Committee in January.

President Glick approved the Sustainability Report. The executive board would be suggesting names of new members to the committee soon. 

Senate Beer Dates: some senators have requested more notice regarding the beer dates. Parker suggested the following dates: January 29, March 5, and April 16 at Silver Peak Brewery.

4. Bylaws and Code Revisions:

Parker would like the authority to revise the Bylaws and Code Committee’s remaining proposals that have not yet been approved by the senate. These have been to the senate but not yet approved by the senate. The code changes would come before the senate in January and there would be approximately 1 hour to discuss them. Senators had questions about financial review and if it would make it easier to fire tenured faculty. Parker was concerned about the regents getting the jump on code changes that could affect faculty adversely, as they look at things from a very different perspective. The bylaws and code committee met Friday and decided not to recommend endorsement of the proposal for the Code Change that the senate sent forward to them. This would come before the senate in January. 
If the senate approved Parker’s request to revise the bylaws and code proposal then Parker would include previous senator input and take the reworked bylaws to the executive board and not bring them forward until they had support of the executive board. 

MOTION: Albers/Kilkenny. To allow Elliott Parker to rework those bylaws that were not yet approved by the senate.

ACTION: Passed unanimously

5. Bylaws and Code Committee Final Report: Fred DeRafols, Committee Chair 
The committee was named in Fall of 2008 and then extended to the end of this year. The committee has been very busy and DeRafols thanked his committee members: Joseph Bozsik, Sami Fadali, Martha Hildreth, Susan Lentz, Christopher Simon, Lorena Stookey, Jacquelyn Sundstrand, and Stephanie Woolf. DeRafols also thanked the senate office staff for their help. After the final report was written the committee met to discuss that last charge from the senate that the committee voted not to endorse the recommendation of the advisory group on code changes. Many members of the committee felt that institutionalizing the process for financial review would make it too easy for future presidents to invoke the process. There was concern that it would weaken tenure. The committee felt that the recommendations for this process should have been more specifically defined for the committee to endorse. Parker would send the information out to senators regarding these. 
Link to the report: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/committees/B&C/BC_Yrend08-09.doc
MOTION: Kumjian/E. Herzik. To approve the report as published.

ACTION: Passed unanimously.

Committee Recommendations:

Recommendations on Future Status, Organization, and Charges

1.  Future bylaws committee membership should represent not only as wide a variety of units as possible but also a wide variety of ranks, including assistant, associate, and full professor, zero-rank lecturer and researcher, and academic and administrative faculty.  This is imperative because it is not always easy to predict with full confidence how a given bylaw or amendment might affect units or ranks other than one’s own.

2.  The committee recommends that when an amendment is adopted in the official text of the Bylaws, the date of approval be noted in parentheses at the end of the new or changed clause.  This practice is followed in the Code but not in the Bylaws.  It would be extremely useful, especially for frequent readers of the Bylaws.

3.  The work of the UBCC requires scrutiny by committee members, by the executive board, by the Faculty Senate, by all UNR Faculty, by University Counsel, by the President, and by the Chancellor before an amendment is adopted.  By contrast, changes to the University Administrative Manual only require the UAM committee’s approval, approval by the Senate (which is not always thoroughly informed about exact language), and approval by the President.  The Manual undergoes rapid changes every month, and is broadly consulted by chairs and deans.

Recommendation:  Faculty representation on the University Administrative Manual committee should be bolstered.  Currently, the only representative —the chair of the UBCC—must 1) draft and propose changes sought by the Senate, 2) when amendments to the Bylaws are adopted, reconcile the Manual with those adoptions; 3) monitor changes brought to the committee from elsewhere (usually from administrators) and monitor changes the committee itself proposes to make, weighing how any change might affect faculty, and 4) report to the Senate and to the UBCC on what the committee is doing.

Traditionally, the chair of the UBCC is charged with serving as the Senate’s liaison with the UAM committee.  While there is a certain advantage to this (all-knowingness by one person), the current chair recommends that this extremely important charge not be taken on by the UBCC chair but by a faculty member (not necessarily a senator, though it certainly could be one) especially selected and appointed to serve on both the UBCC and the UAM committee.  This individual would serve as liaison between the UBCC, the UAM committee, and the executive board.  The Senate should vest this role of dual committee membership with the importance it deserves.

Related to this issue is the fact that, at least in the CLA, no course reduction and no adjustment of the role statement (to increase the service percentage) is allowed for carrying out responsibilities associated with chairing one very time-consuming committee and being the sole representative of all UNR Faculty on another.  Adopting the above recommendation will ease this load and increase the effectiveness with which both roles, liaison and chair, are carried out. 

4.  Currently, only major units are required to have bylaws.  We recommend that all units, irrespective of whether they are major units or departments (this last term is broadly defined to include programs, centers, institutes, etc.) that house academic or administrative faculty should be required to have bylaws or, at a minimum, to produce a signed Statement on Bylaws saying that the unit does not have its own bylaws but abides by and operates under the bylaws of the major unit.  This Statement should undergo the same process for approval as departmental bylaws and, if approved, be uploaded to the Faculty Senate online repository.  In this way, in that repository, each of the bylaws under which every constituent unit of the university operates will be clearly and easily found.  This recommendation affects 2.1.1 (see suggested charges, below). 

5.  The executive board may want to consider charging the 2010 UBCC with the following:

a.  Define units.  (This item, 2.1.1 & 2.1.2, was submitted to the EB on November 7, 2008, with an Appendix that lists all UNR major units and their departments, and, per the EB’s request, submitted again, on March 15, 2009, without the Appendix, and stating that the units of the university shall be listed in the Administrative Manual and on the Faculty Senate website.  A kindred question is whether purely administrative units—without academic faculty—should or should not be required to have bylaws.  This question should be weighed when considering recommendation 4, above.)

b.  Continue to change “working days” (ambiguous) to “college working days” (defined in the Code, Title 2, Chapter 1) whenever amendments include the term. 

MOTION: Sanderson/Ressel. To endorse the recommendations as written

ACTION: Passed, 2 opposed, 1 abstention

6. Parking Update: Director Melody Bayfield
Director Melody Bayfield has been director of parking and traffic for 21 years and at UNR for 26 years, as such she has seen a lot of changes. Parking and Traffic manages 3 campus parking structures and pave parking spaces totaling 8,677 spaces. There is no state funding for their budget and funds come from parking fees and fines. They maintain the campus parking facilities, which includes proper signage, re-striping spaces, repairs, facility inspections and cleanliness. Parking and Traffic provides the following services, campus shuttles, campus information center, special events, enforcement, campus motorist assistance program, parking office and continuous planning. There are many options that parking and traffic have incorporated, such as car pooling, biking to work, Sierra Spirit and shuttle service from Highlands Apartments, and 130 parking spaces at Circus Circus. In fall of 2000 approximately 58% of people drove alone to campus, in fall of 2009 approximately 41% drove alone. The use of the Zone Parking Management System has eliminated the “hunting license” approach in the previous system, provides a reliable parking space, permit fees are based upon proximity to buildings and covered parking, and permits are sold at a ratio depending on lot size. 

Recent Accomplishments:

· Maintained parking permit fees for 2009/10.

· Provided start-up funds for Sierra Spirit and persuaded RTC to provide several stops on and near campus.

· Provided funding to Police Department for cadet positions.

· Improved visitor parking

· Created a hardship permit for campus individuals who cannot afford to purchase an annual permit in advance, allowing a monthly payment plan.
· Our transportation program received an “A grade on the recent College Sustainability Report.
Parking and Traffic has a $5million overall budget $ 2.5 Million is received in permit fees and the rest is broken down into special events, citations and other fees. 
Bikes are required to have a free permit, which enable Parking to track them and to enforce parking restrictions

7. Visit with President Glick: 

President Glick thanked the senate for all their support and hard work. He reported that he wanted to talk about 4 items. 

Glick reported that the Reynolds School of Journalism received an 8 million dollar grant to renovate the building from analog to digital technology. This was the biggest gift if the history of the school and will help bring the curriculum to platform independence. These funds would also allow the Donald W. Reynolds National Center for Courts and Media to move into the building. It was extraordinary in these times to receive such a commitment. 

Monday’s campus closure: While it was necessary to close campus on Monday, administration would like input on the decision made to have classes on prep day. There was no strong opinion offered on whether or not to have class, it could be left up to the instructor based on what their class needed to finish. There was discussion about the notification system, for most it worked well, but some faculty do not have cell phones and the notification via email did not reach them in time. Also could the option of whether or not to hold class be put on the front webpage next time? Michelle Hritz sent out directions for senators to sign up for the emergency texts and emails.
Furloughs for grant funded faculty: while Parker made a good case for furlough exemptions for 100% grant funded faculty, the regents did not change their exemption policy and Glick believed that was the wrong decision. Now we need to move forward. 
The Governor asked for a 1.5% budget reduction plan from each state agency which would amount to a 3% reduction as we are halfway through the year. The Chancellor replied that the NSHE was not in a position to put forward a plan in the time frame requested by the Governor. Glick said the letter was polite and professional. There was discussion regarding the risks of denying participation in the request, the difficulty of reducing the budget at this point, and whether that would create a financial exigency scenario. 
The senate thanked President Glick for all he does and his representation at the Board of Regents’ Meeting. 
8. Technology Committee Final Report, Howard Goldbaum:
Committee Chair Howard Goldbaum thanked the committee members: Brenda Eldridge, William Kurt, Jerry McGraw, George McKinlay, Christopher Simon, Ravi Subramanian, Clint Ulrich, Steve Zink (consultant) and Linda Kuchenbecker (ex-officio).  Vice President for IT Steven Zink comes to committee meetings and keeps them informed. The committee’s role in the past was to award software funds; it was a small amount of money that ranged between $12,000 and $30, 000. These funds were administered by the committee and augmented several faculty members available technology. This link shows how some of the software funding was used by faculty: 
http://www.jour.unr.edu/goldbaum/studentWork/F04/kolt/. Goldbaum’s students created this website for a class project and to help the committee know how the software was being used. 
There was discussion with the executive board and how the membership should be appointed. The function of deans appointing committee members was to ensure that each academic unit had representation on the committee. 

Goldbaum summarized the report and asked that the following links be shared with the senate: 

Sustainability: http://www.raident.com/environ.aspx
Open Source Software: http://www.neooffice.org/neojava/en/index.php
Link to the report: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/committees/Tech/Tech_Yrend09.doc
 MOTION: Kumjian/Ryfe. To accept the report as published.
ACTION: Passed unanimously

The executive board would make suggestions regarding the committees at the January retreat. 
Technology Committee Recommendations:

· Recommendations

· That further examination of open source software by the Technology Committee continue.

· That one or more Technology Committee sponsored forums (brown bags or similar) be conducted where faculty who are helping to develop, or who are using open source software may meet to share their experiences and insights.

· That from the above forums the specific institutional experiences of the participants be compiled and reported by the Technology Committee.

· That, if sufficient faculty support and interest are indicated, there be an examination of the potential for joining strategic consortia involved in the development of standards, protocols and applications. Specifically; Kuali membership and participation be considered(ERP), Sakai membership and participation be considered(CMS), W3C membership and participation be considered (Standards).

· That a cost/benefit analysis be performed, perhaps by a subcommittee of the Technology Committee, to examine replacing high traffic PDF forms. The development of accessible HTML forms with a database foundation may be funded by reducing the number of Adobe Acrobat license.

· That standards based Web 2 /Cloud solutions be examined as alternatives, including open source derived cloud solutions such as OpenGoo.
MOTION: Kumjian/Ryfe. To approve the recommendation regarding investigating open source software (recommendation 1).
ACTION: Passed, 1 abstention

MOTION: Follette/E. Herzik. To have the executive board look at the rest of the recommendations and report back to the senate.
ACTION: Passed unanimously

Goldbaum expressed concern regarding lack of funding on computer replacement. Additional concerns were raised regarding faculty purchasing their own systems when university funding is not available for replacement of older units and the lack of IT support, resulting from them not being owned by the university.  

9. Request to Approve the November 19, 2009 Meeting Minutes:
In item 5 Marsha Read’s name is misspelled. 

MOTION: Sigman-Grant/Foust. To approve the minutes as corrected

ACTION: Passed unanimously
Parker asked about changing the meeting times from 1:30 to 5:30 pm to 1:00 to 4:30 pm for the spring semester. The meeting times will be changed for the spring semester. Straw vote on meeting times:

Change meeting schedule from 1:30 to 5:00 pm and 1:00 to 4:30pm. Just for the spring. Neither Julie Hogan nor Louis Niebur could come in until late if the meetings were moved to a 1:00 pm start time. 
10.Salary and Benefits Final Report, Horst Lange
Committee Chair Horst Lange thanked the committee members: Aaron DeWall, Christopher Williams, David Crowther, James Mardock, Michael Simons, Patti Swager, Russell Meyer, Susan Lentz, and Yvonne Stedham. The committee completed all 14 of their charges; each of these charges was shepherded through. 
Lange summarized the important recommendation of the committee:

1. 
In its new term, the Salaries & Benefits Committee should discuss with central
administration the rejection of the Parental Leave Proposal and, if possible, effect a

reconsideration.

2. 
In its new term, the Salaries & Benefits Committee should investigate practices in the

administration of merit in all units of the university, since there is anecdotal evidence of

significant differences that result in considerable inequities. (For explanation, see

proposed charge # 7 in report on charge # 1 below.)

3. 
UNR’s retirement incentive program was found illegal and was discontinued in 1995. In

its new term, the Salaries & Benefits Committee should research possible practices in the

private sector that might have found ways to overcome these legal hurdles.

4. 
The Faculty Senate should put in a Request for Action (RFA) asking that faculty working

on overload grants be given permission, if they so wish, to contribute the legally allowed

limit of grant money to one of the ancillary retirement savings programs offered through

the university. (For explanation, see report on charge # 10 below.)

5. 
The Faculty Senate should submit to the administration our suggestions of various

plausible retirement incentives for serious consideration. (For details, see report on charge # 11 and # 14 below.)

6. 
The committee recommends that the Regents be encouraged to extend educational grant-in-aid benefits to domestic partners as well as to explore extending educational grant-in-aid benefits to the spouses and dependants of classified staff.

7. 
The Faculty Senate should ask the administration to put forth a better effort at educating

the faculty about currently existing possibilities for bridge funding (in the narrow

definition). (For explanation, see charge # 12 below.)

8. 
The Faculty Senate should ask the administration to make the Institutional and Proposal

Preparation Support program available for grant-seeking faculty who are not 100% grant-funded. (For explanation, see charge # 12 below.)

9. 
The Faculty Senate should lobby the administration that such a policy, once developed,

should include access to bridge funding by relevant non-traditional faculty. (For

explanation, see charge # 12 below.)

Recommendations by charge:

· Charge 4: Recommendation:

The Committee should continue to monitor salary equity issues. 

· Charge 5: Recommendation:


The Committee should remain in contact with RPAC and await the results of the VALIC review.


It should continue to monitor retirement plan investment options and plan performance.

· Charge 6: Recommendation:

Continue working with HR about issues concerning faculty education about benefits; in particular, work together in respect to the planning of the “February is Retirement Planning Month” sequence

· Charge 7: Recommendation:


This charge could be rolled over into future years, however, it is not clear whether it serves any


purpose and whether the Senate would take any action on any information gathered through this


charge. Being little more than busywork, the charge should be dropped.

· Charge 8: Recommendation:

Given the excitement this proposal has generated not only on campus but on other campuses in


the NSHE system, the next committee should discuss the central administration’s rejection of the


proposal and, if possible, effect a reconsideration.

· Charge 10: Recommendation:


It should not be difficult to rewrite the regulations in a way that solves the problem.

$ 
Faculty applying for overload grants should be made aware of the fact that they can write contributions to a retirement arrangement not offered by UNR such as an IRA or a Roth IRA into the grant. We know of colleagues who already do this as a matter of course.

$ 
The university should allow faculty applying for overload grants not on PERS to contribute to their regular retirement plan, and encourage faculty on PERS to open an ancillary retirement plan sponsored by the University, such as a 403(b) Tax-Sheltered Annuity Plan, and write contributions to such a plan into their grants. To the best of our knowledge, they are not precluded to contribute to ancillary retirement plans.

· Charge 11 & 14: Recommendation:


We propose a number of possible policy changes that might make retirement more attractive for


some faculty members.

$ 
Keep PERS at 100%, at least for a given number of years. A reduction in PERS is by necessity a reduction in living standards. Should PERS be reduced, faculty will have an incentive not to retire.

$ 
Provide lab-dependent researchers with sufficient lab space to continue their research after retirement. This is done at many institutions. However, such a policy might not be feasible for two reasons:

o 
UNR already has a severe shortage of lab space.

o 
Such a policy might have negative consequences for the already poor F&A numbers.

$ 
Provide emeriti with office space and sufficient travel funds to make continued research and attendance of conferences possible.

$ 
Offer interested emeriti the right to teach choice classes and guarantee them generous remuneration.

$ 
Offer buyouts with line guarantees (such buyouts would still save money).


The Committee does not think that the Senate necessarily has to submit these suggestions to the


administration as Requests for Action (RFAs). Since the administration is presumably interested


in increasing the institution’s retirement rate, simply making them aware of such ideas should lead to an investigation of their feasibility.

· Charge 12: Recommendation:

$ 
The administration should be asked to put forth a better effort at educating the faculty about currently existing possibilities for bridge funding (in the narrow definition).

$ 
The Faculty Senate should ask the administration to make the Institutional and Proposal Preparation Support program available for grant-seeking faculty who are not 100% grant-funded.  This current requirement seems arbitrary.

$ 
The Faculty Senate should form an ad hoc committee consisting mainly or exclusively of faculty with substantial grant experience to work with the appropriate administrators toward the development of a bridge-funding policy.

$ 
The Faculty Senate should lobby the administration that such a policy, once developed, should include access to bridge funding by relevant non-traditional faculty.

· Charge 13: Recommendations:

$ 
The Committee should continue working on this topic with the following charges:
o 
monitor the implementation of legal equality of domestic partners to spouses.

o 
review the new domestic partner policies of PEBP

$ 
The Senate should pass a motion that the Administration, in sponsoring insurance plans, should include in its Requests for Proposal (RFPs) a statement that preference will be given to providers that include domestic partner coverage.

$ 
The committee recommends that the Regents be encouraged to extend educational grant-in-aid benefits to domestic partners.

$ 
The committee recommends that the Regents be encouraged to explore extending educational grant-in-aid benefits to the spouses and dependants of classified staff.

Link to the report: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/committees/SB/SB_Yrend09.doc
MOTION:  Follette/J. Herzik. To accept the report as published.
ACTION: Passed unanimously.

Senate discussion was as follows: Bridge funding should be separated from the other recommendations, this should be banking of funds, not bridge funding, was this committee duplicating the efforts of other committees, the timing for bridge funding is not good, this should be presented to administration when the budget issues have eased.

MOTION: Sigman-Grant/E. Herzik. To endorse the recommendations as written to go to the executive board for decision and distribution. 

ACTION: Passed, 3 abstentions  

11.Senate Committee Liaisons Update: None

12.New business:  None
Meeting adjourned 5:05 pm

